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these requirements minimize potential
hazards to human health and the
environment from the potential
mismanagement of used oil by used oil
handlers, while providing for the safe
recycling of used oil. Information from
these information collection
requirements is used to ensure
compliance with the Used Oil
Management Standards.

An agency may not conduct or
sponsor, and a person is not required to
respond to, a collection of information
unless it displays a currently valid OMB
control number. The OMB control
numbers for EPA’s regulations are listed
in 40 CFR part 9 and 48 CFR chapter 15.

EPA would like to solicit comments
to:

(i) Evaluate whether the proposed
collection of information is necessary
for the proper performance of the
functions of the agency, including
whether the information will have
practical utility;

(ii) Evaluate the accuracy of the
agency’s estimate of the burden of the
proposed collection of information,
including the validity of the
methodology and assumptions used;

(iii) Enhance the quality, utility, and
clarity of the information to be
collected; and

(iv) Minimize the burden of the
collection of information on those who
are to respond, including through the
use of appropriate automated electronic,
mechanical, or other technological
collection techniques or other forms of
information technology, e.g., permitting
electronic submission of responses.

Burden Statement
The total information collection

burden to the regulated community for
complying with part 279 is
approximately 460,286 hours per year,
which represents an annual cost of
$10,011,301. The ICR burden and cost
for each category of used oil handler is
detailed in the ICR supporting
document available free of cost from the
RCRA Information Center.

Burden means the total time, effort, or
financial resources expended by persons
to generate, maintain, retain, or disclose
or provide information to or for a
Federal agency. This includes the time
needed to review instructions; develop,
acquire, install, and utilize technology
and systems for the purposes of
collecting, validating, and verifying
information, processing and
maintaining information, and disclosing
and providing information; adjust the
existing ways to comply with any
previously applicable instructions and
requirements; train personnel to be able
to respond to a collection of

information; search data sources;
complete and review the collection of
information; and transmit or otherwise
disclose the information.

Dated: March 18, 2002.
Matthew Hale,
Acting Director, Office of Solid Waste.
[FR Doc. 02–8953 Filed 4–11–02; 8:45 am]
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Availability of EPA comments
prepared pursuant to the Environmental
Review Process (ERP), under Section
309 of the Clean Air Act and Section
102(2)(c) of the National Environmental
Policy Act as amended. Requests for
copies of EPA comments can be directed
to the Office of Federal Activities at
(202) 564–7167.

Summary of Rating Definitions
Environmental Impact of the Action

LO—Lack of Objections

The EPA review has not identified
any potential environmental impacts
requiring substantive changes to the
proposal. The review may have
disclosed opportunities for application
of mitigation measures that could be
accomplished with no more than minor
changes to the proposal.

EC—Environmental Concerns

The EPA review has identified
environmental impacts that should be
avoided in order to fully protect the
environment. Corrective measures may
require changes to the preferred
alternative or application of mitigation
measures that can reduce the
environmental impact. EPA would like
to work with the lead agency to reduce
these impacts.

EO—Environmental Objections

The EPA review has identified
significant environmental impacts that
must be avoided in order to provide
adequate protection for the
environment. Corrective measures may
require substantial changes to the
preferred alternative or consideration of
some other project alternative
(including the no action alternative or a
new alternative). EPA intends to work
with the lead agency to reduce these
impacts.

EU—Environmentally Unsatisfactory

The EPA review has identified
adverse environmental impacts that are
of sufficient magnitude that they are
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of
public health or welfare or
environmental quality. EPA intends to
work with the lead agency to reduce
these impacts. If the potentially
unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected
at the final EIS stage, this proposal will
be recommended for referral to the CEQ.

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

Category 1—Adequate

EPA believes the draft EIS adequately
sets forth the environmental impact(s) of
the preferred alternative and those of
the alternatives reasonably available to
the project or action. No further analysis
or data collection is necessary, but the
reviewer may suggest the addition of
clarifying language or information.

Category 2—Insufficient Information

The draft EIS does not contain
sufficient information for EPA to fully
assess environmental impacts that
should be avoided in order to fully
protect the environment, or the EPA
reviewer has identified new reasonably
available alternatives that are within the
spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the
draft EIS, which could reduce the
environmental impacts of the action.
The identified additional information,
data, analyses, or discussion should be
included in the final EIS.

Category 3—Inadequate

EPA does not believe that the draft
EIS adequately assesses potentially
significant environmental impacts of the
action, or the EPA reviewer has
identified new, reasonably available
alternatives that are outside of the
spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the
draft EIS, which should be analyzed in
order to reduce the potentially
significant environmental impacts. EPA
believes that the identified additional
information, data, analyses, or
discussions are of such a magnitude that
they should have full public review at
a draft stage. EPA does not believe that
the draft EIS is adequate for the
purposes of the NEPA and/or Section
309 review, and thus should be formally
revised and made available for public
comment in a supplemental or revised
draft EIS. On the basis of the potential
significant impacts involved, this
proposal could be a candidate for
referral to the CEQ.

Draft EISs
ERP No. D–BLM–L60107–OR Rating

NS, Coos County Natural Gas
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Transmission Pipeline, Construction,
Operation and Maintenance of a Natural
Gas Pipeline from Roseburg to Coos Bay,
Right-of-Way Grant, Coos Bay District,
Coos County, OR.

Summary: EPA Region 10 used a
screening tool to conduct a limited
review of the draft EIS. Based on the
screen, EPA does not foresee having any
environmental objections to the
proposed action. Therefore, EPA did not
conduct a detailed review.

ERP No. D–FHW–G40169–AR Rating
EC2, Springdale Northern Bypass
Project, US Highway 412 Construction,
Funding and NPDES Permit Issuance,
Benton and Washington Counties, AR.

Summary: EPA expressed
environmental concerns with the
proposed action and requested
additional information regarding
stormwater best management practices,
noise mitigation and stream bank
restoration.

Final EISs
ERP No. F–AFS–L65368–ID Curfew

National Grassland Land and Resource
Management Plan, Implementation,
Caribou-Targhee National Forest,
Oneida County, ID.

Summary:The final EIS addressed
most of EPA’s comments on the draft
EIS and EPA has no objection to the
proposed action.

ERP No. F–FHW–G40160–OK I–40
Crosstown Expressway Transportation
Improvements, I–235/I–35 Interchange
west to Meridian Avenue, Funding,
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma County, OK.

Summary: EPA had no further
comments.

ERP No. F–FHW–G40165–NM US 70
Corridor Improvement, Ruidoso Downs
to Riverside, Funding and Right-of-Way
Acquisition, Lincoln County, NM.

Summary: EPA has no further
comments.

ERP No. F–FHW–K40236–HI Kihei-
Upcounty Maui Highway
Transportation Improvements, Funding
and US Army COE Section 404 Permit
Issuance, Maui County, HI.

Summary: EPA welcomes the
mitigation presented in the FEIS to
avoid and/or reduce adverse water
quality impacts from the project’s
construction and operation. EPA asked
that commitments to protect water
quality and recycle construction-related
solid waste be included in FHWA’s
Record of Decision.

ERP No. F–FHW–K40240–CA CA–70
Two-Lane Expressway Upgrade to a
Four-Lane Expressway/Freeway south
of Striplin Road to south of McGowan
Road Overcrossing, Funding and US
Army COE Section 404 Permit Issuance,
Sutter and Yuba Counties, CA.

Summary: EPA found the FEIS
adequately addresses most of the issues
raised in our comment letter on the
DEIS. However, EPA reiterated
environmental concerns about air
quality impacts and wetland mitigation,
and requested this information be
provided in the Record of Decision.

ERP No. FS–BLM–J67019–MT
Zortman and Landusky Mines
Reclamation Plan, Modifications and
Mine Life Extensions, Updated
Information to Analyze Additional
Reclamation Alternatives, Mine
Operations Approval, Mine Reclamation
and US Army COE Section 404 Permits
Issuance, Little Rocky Mountains,
Phillip County, MT.

Summary: EPA expressed lack of
objections with selection of the
preferred alternatives, Z–6 and L–4.
However, EPA noted that the
implementation of these alternatives
will require additional funding. EPA
would have objections with the
selection of within bond alternatives Z–
3 and L–3 based on substantial risk of
not attaining water quality standards in
the long-term due to increased
contaminated leachate.

Dated: April 9, 2002.
Joseph C. Montgomery,
Director, NEPA Compliance Division, Office
of Federal Activities.
[FR Doc. 02–8956 Filed 4–11–02; 8:45 am]
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Responsible Agency: Office of Federal
Activities, General Information (202)
564–7167 or www.epa.gov/oeca/ofa.
Weekly receipt of Environmental Impact

Statements
Filed April 01, 2002 Through April 05,

2002
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9.
EIS No. 020128, Final EIS, AFS, CO,

Bark Beetle Analysis, Proposal to
Reduce Infestation of Trees by Tree-
Killing Bark Beetles, Medicine Bow-
Routt National Forests, Hahans Peak/
Bears Ears Ranger District, Routt,
Grand, Jackson and Moffat Counties,
CO, Wait Period Ends: May 13, 2002,
Contact: Andy Cadenhead (970) 870–
2220.

EIS No. 020129, Draft EIS, BLM, OR,
Kelsey Whisky Landscape
Management Planning Area,
Implementation, Associated Medford
District Resource Management Plan

Amendments, Joseph and Jackson
Counties, OR, Comment Period Ends:
July 12, 2002, Contact: Sherwood
Tubman (541) 618–2399. This
document is available on the Internet
at: www.or.blm.gov/medford.

EIS No. 020130, Draft Supplement, NPS,
ID, MT, WY, MT, WY, Yellowstone
and Grand Teton National Parks and
John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial
Parkway, Winter Use Plans, Updated
and New Information on New
Generation of Snowmobiles that
Produce fewer Emissions and are
Quiter, Fremont County, ID, Gallatin
and Park Counties, MT and Park and
Counties, WY, Comment Period Ends:
May 29, 2002, Contact: Madeleine
VanderHeyden (307) 739–3385.

EIS No. 020131, Final Supplement,
AFS, CO, Uncompahgre National
Forest Travel Plan Revision and
Forest Plan Amendment, Updated
Information concerning New Travel
Restrictions for Resource
Management, Recreational
Opportunities and Winter Travel,
Implementation, Gunnision, Hinsdale,
Mesa, Montrose, Ouray, San Juan and
San Miguel Counties, CO, Wait Period
Ends: May 13, 2002, Contact: Jeff
Burch (970) 874–6649.

EIS No. 020132, Draft EIS, FHW, KS, US
59 Highway Improvements
Construction, Lawrence to Ottawa,
Funding, NPDES Permit Issuance and
Possible US Army COE Permit
Issuance, Douglas and Franklin
Counties, KS , Comment Period Ends:
May 30, 2002, Contact: David R.
Geiger (785) 267–7287.

EIS No. 020133, Draft EIS, FHW, VA,
Capital Beltway Study, Transportation
Improvements to the 14-mile Section
Capital Beltway (I–495) between the
I–95/I–395/I–495 Interchange and the
American Legion Bridge, Fairfax
County, VA , Comment Period Ends:
May 28, 2002, Contact: Edward S.
Sundra (804) 775–3338.

EIS No. 020134, Draft EIS, MMS, AL,
LA, MS, TX, Gulf of Mexico Outer
Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Lease
Sales: 2003–2007, Starting in 2002 the
Proposed Central Planning Area Sales
185, 190, 194, 198, and 201 and
Western Planning Area Sales 187,
192, 196, and 200, Offshore Marine
Environment and Coastal Counties
Parishes of Texas, LA, AL and MS,
Comment Period Ends: May 31, 2002,
Contact: Archie Melancon (703) 787–
1547.

EIS No. 020135, Final EIS, FHW, TN, I–
40 Transportation Improvements from
I–75 to Cherry Street in Knoxville,
Funding, NPDES and COE Section
404 Permits, Knox County, TN, Wait
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